Running head: REVIEW OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS EVALUATION TOOLS

Reviewing Tools for Evaluating K-12 Instructional Materials
through an Implementation Lens

REVIEW OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS EVALUATION TOOLS

2

Abstract
This review examined how state-created tools for evaluating instructional materials support local
schools and school districts to address implementation when adopting instructional materials. We
followed a priori, systematic procedures to conduct a web search and visit each state’s
department of education website in search of instructional materials evaluation tools. After
identifying all of the state-created instructional materials evaluation tools in the areas of
English/language arts and mathematics, we reviewed the tools and coded them for evidence of
alignment with the six implementation indicators defined by the Hexagon Tool (Metz &
Louison, 2018). We found that 15 states provide state-created evaluation tools, and only one
state provides a tool that thoroughly addresses issues of implementation as outlined in the
Hexagon Tool. We conclude with a discussion of how state departments of education can
support local education agencies in examining the contextual factors related to implementation
and selecting instructional materials that are best suited for the unique context of their schools.

Key words: Implementation, mathematics, English, language arts, education, instructional
materials
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Schools in the United States (U.S.) face a number of implementation-related challenges,
one of which is the process by which school administrators adopt instructional materials for use.
This process is particularly important given the reliance on instructional materials in U.S.
classrooms. In 1989, Tyson-Berstein and Woodward estimated that 75-90% of classroom
instruction was driven by textbooks. In 1992, Parmar found that mathematics textbooks were the
primary means of providing instruction. More recently, Finn (2004) estimated that 80-90% of
assignments come from textbooks, and Braswell et al. (2001) found that 56% of fourth grade
students solve problems out of mathematics textbooks every day. More than thirty years of
research suggests that instructional materials play a central role in the education of students in
the U.S.
Instructional materials used in the classroom may be related to student achievement.
Results from the 2019 administration of the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) show that approximately two-thirds of elementary-aged students in the U.S. perform
below a proficient level in reading and mathematics, and the education system in the U.S. has not
produced substantial growth in student achievement for at least the last ten years (National
Center for Education Statistics, n.d.a.). Only 41% of the students in fourth grade who took the
mathematics assessment achieved proficiency. Only 34% of the students in eighth grade
achieved proficiency, thereby maintaining an achievement ceiling for eighth grade mathematics
that has been in place since 2009 (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.a.). The reading
results are similar. Average scores for students in the fourth and eighth grades across the U S.
decreased in 2019 compared to 2017; only 35% of students in fourth grade achieved proficiency,
and only 34% of students in eighth grade achieved proficiency. The proficiency rates for both
grades are similar to those seen in 2009 (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.b.).
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Overall, the NAEP data paint a discouraging picture of mathematics and reading achievement of
students in the U. S. The stagnant NAEP data coupled with the reliance on instructional materials
calls for investigating what is being done in the classroom to teach students and how schools
select instructional materials for use in classrooms.
Implementation in Education
Implementation science is a growing cross-disciplinary field of practitioners and
researchers interested in the effective selection and use of innovations (i.e., either a new idea,
invention, or procedure, or an improvement to an existing idea, invention, or procedure; Fixsen
et al., 2019). The fields of medicine, nursing, and business, among others, have studied the
implementation of innovations in real-world settings for decades (Meyers et al., 2012; Odom et
al., 2014). The application of knowledge gained from the field of implementation science and the
study of implementation efforts is a relatively new idea in the field of K-12 education (Fixsen et
al., 2005; Fixsen et al., 2019). In the context of education, studying implementation involves
investigating how education-related innovations, such as instructional materials, are used by
teachers and students in school settings and how those innovations affect student outcomes.
Implementation researchers across disciplines have presented a number of frameworks
that may be useful when studying implementation in the field of education (Fixsen et al., 2005;
Fixsen et al., 2019; Meyers et al., 2012). One common characteristic of most implementation
frameworks that appears to transcend disciplines is the presence of stages of implementation.
Metz et al. (2013) describe four stages of implementation: exploration, installation, initial, and
full. During exploration, stakeholders within an organization evaluate innovations designed to
meet a specified need and select one to implement. During installation, leaders within an
organization prepare for implementation of the selected innovation by making changes to the
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organization, preparing personnel, acquiring resources, and developing implementation supports.
The initial stage corresponds with an organization’s early efforts to implement the chosen
innovation, and the full stage corresponds with the organization’s efforts to implement the
innovation after learning from improvement cycles, as well as their efforts to measure
implementation outcomes (Fixsen et al., 2019; Metz et al., 2013; Rogers, 2003).
The Exploration Stage in Education
In the context of education, the exploration stage may involve one or more educators
reviewing and selecting instructional materials designed to meet a specific need. This activity,
commonly referred to as the adoption process, is an under-researched topic (Stein et al., 2001).
Few studies published in the past 20 years investigate the adoption process, and those that do
typically evaluate topics that are fairly narrow in scope. The majority of studies examining the
adoption process in education pertain to the selection and implementation of sexuality education
programs in grades six through twelve. Ott et al. (2011) and Wilson et al. (2012) investigated the
factors that affected educators’ decision-making when evaluating and selecting sexuality
education instructional materials. Ott et al. (2011) found that selection decisions were primarily
influenced by the identification of the population of students who would experience the
instructional materials, and that obtaining evidence of the effectiveness of the instructional
materials under consideration was a challenge. Wilson et al. (2012) surveyed individuals trained
to implement a specific sexuality education program in one state. They reported that the time
available to teach a lesson from the instructional materials under consideration, approval from
individuals and organizations (e.g. school administrator, school board, professional
organizations), and teachers’ perceptions of the potential for controversy stemming from the
selection of specific instructional materials were the most-influential factors when making
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adoption decisions. Notably, fewer than one-third of the respondents indicated that they valued
evidence of the effectiveness of the program when deciding to select and implement the
program. Workman et al. (2015) used case study methodology to document how one school
district evaluated and selected sexuality education instructional materials. They found that the
district leaders convened a committee of relevant stakeholders and evaluated the possible
instructional materials using an evaluation tool designed for that purpose.
A small number researchers have documented exploration stage activities in school
districts in other subjects. McCormac and Snyder (2019) describe how one school district created
a committee to evaluate and select social-emotional programs for use in their elementary,
middle, and high schools. Lorsbach (2008) used case study methodology to examine how one
school district adopted new science instructional materials. This study found that the district
leaders convened a committee of relevant stakeholders. In contrast to the findings reported by
Workman et al. (2015), committee members were not prepared for the task of evaluating science
instructional materials and making an adoption recommendation, and the adoption criteria were
flexible throughout the exploration stage.
The Hexagon Tool
Arguably, the content of the instructional materials under review is of primary
importance to the potential adopters. In addition to content, school personnel need to consider
contextual issues related to the implementation of instructional materials including the specific
needs and goals of their school community, the fit of the instructional materials, feasibility of
implementation, how to operationalize the model, and perspectives of stakeholders (Metz et al.,
2013). To help organizations systematically address these complex issues during the exploration
stage of implementation, the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) created the
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Hexagon Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018; recently revised as The Heptagon Tool; Van Dyke et al.,
2019). Table 1 provides a thorough description of each of the implementation indicators included
on the Hexagon Tool. The Hexagon Tool guides individuals and teams through evaluating
implementation issues related to the adoption of an innovation. It includes six implementation
indicators. Three of the indicators, Evidence, Usability, and Supports, are intended to address
program-related implementation issues. The other three indicators, Capacity, Fit, and Need, are
intended to address implementation issues related to the implementing site. Each of these six
indicators includes sub-bullets that prompt a more thorough investigation into specific aspects of
the indicators (Metz & Louison, 2018).
Although the Hexagon Tool is designed to be used when evaluating innovations during
the exploration stage, its potential benefits may extend to the installation, initial, and full stages
of implementation. Users who thoughtfully attend to all the implementation indicators presented
on the Hexagon Tool may be more likely to select innovations that are effective and acceptable
to those who will use (or benefit from) the innovation. Additionally, the indicators on the
Hexagon Tool are designed to prompt leaders to consider systems and resources that will be
necessary for successful full implementation. In short, the Hexagon Tool prompts leaders to
proactively consider and plan for implementation issues during the exploration stage, which may
result in fewer unexpected challenges during the subsequent stages of implementation (Metz &
Louison, 2018). When used during the process of adopting instructional materials, the Hexagon
Tool may support school leaders to choose effective instructional materials that meet the specific
need(s) of their students.
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Purpose
In the U.S., the education system is hierarchical, and each component of the hierarchy
may play a different role in the adoption process. Figure 1 illustrates this hierarchy. The smallest
organization within the hierarchy is the school. Typically, multiple schools form a school district
(i.e. local education agency). In some states, multiple school districts form a region and are
supported by a regional education agency. Every state has a department of education (i.e. state
education agency) that provides support, direction, and funding to the school districts. A federal
education agency exists to provide accountability, guidance, and a small amount of funding to
the state education agencies. Authority of educational activities is largely decentralized; state
governments are granted the agency to determine how to educate students living within their
borders (e.g. determine funding, establish learning standards, choose instructional programs).
Presently, most states provide guidance (in varying forms) to their local education agencies
(LEAs) related to instructional materials, but allow them to independently select instructional
materials. Limited evidence suggests that some, but not all, LEAs use instructional materials
evaluation tools to help screen and evaluate potential instructional materials during the
exploration stage (Rolf, 2020; Workmen et al., 2015). Instructional materials evaluation tools
come in a variety of formats (e.g. checklists, guiding questions, rubrics, etc.), and may be created
by the LEAs, regional education agencies, state education agencies, or outside organizations. The
expectation of state education agencies that local education agencies use any particular
evaluation tool varies from state to state. The existence and content of instructional materials
evaluation tools provided by state education agencies to LEAs may be an indicator of the
implementation support that state education agencies provide during the process of adopting new
instructional materials.
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Given the emphasis that appears to be placed on instructional materials in most
classrooms in the U.S., and the lack of research documenting exploration stage activities (i.e. the
adoption process) conducted at the levels of the state and local education agencies, we
endeavored to learn more about the support that is provided to school districts by state education
agencies during the instructional materials adoption process. Specifically, we asked the
following research question:
How do state-created instructional materials evaluation tools for English/language arts (ELA)
and/or mathematics support local schools or school districts to address implementation during
the process of adopting instructional materials?
Method
We conducted a content analysis of state-created instructional materials evaluation tools
available on each state education agency’s website. Content analysis is an approach to
systematically analyzing and coding data that is often, but not required to be, textual. The results
of content analysis allow for describing the foci or priorities of individuals and organizations
(Stemler, 2000). In this study, we analyzed the written text found on state-created instructional
materials evaluation tools for ELA or mathematics. We limited our analysis to tools for ELA and
mathematics because these subjects, arguably, receive the most attention from educators and
policy makers in the U.S. We chose to analyze state-created instructional materials evaluation
tools because we believed that they are more likely to reflect each state’s unique context and
standards for learning than instructional materials evaluation tools that are not created by a state
education agency. For example, the ELA instructional materials evaluation tool created by the
Alabama State Department of Education (n.d.) begins with a goal statement and identifies nonnegotiables that must be included in any adopted instructional materials. Additionally, we
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believed the presence and content of state-created instructional materials evaluation tools would
give us unique insights into the implementation support provided to school districts by state
education agencies.
Search Procedures
Figure 2 presents the stages of our search for relevant instructional materials evaluation
tools. To locate the desired tools, we systematically searched every state education agency’s
website in the U.S. (n = 50). During the first phase of the search, the first author used Google to
conduct an internet search using the following search terms: [state] curriculum evaluation tool.
(We included “curriculum” as a search term because “curriculum” is commonly used as a
synonym for “instructional materials” in the U.S.) We chose not to enclose the search terms in
quotations in order to increase the odds of capturing all relevant results. The first author
reviewed the first 10-20 returns, and stopped reviewing returned items for a particular state when
the items were clearly no longer related to the evaluation or adoption of instructional materials.
During the second phase of the search, the first author visited each state education agency’s
website and manually searched for instructional materials evaluation tools. During this phase, we
realized that some tools may have been missed during the first phase due to our use of
“curriculum” as a search term. The first author then conducted a second internet search using
Google and the terms: [state] instructional materials evaluation tool. As with the first internet
search, we chose not to enclose the search terms in quotations in order to increase the odds of
finding all documents related to the research question.
Inclusion Criteria
We included state-created tools with the explicit purpose of evaluating instructional
materials. The first author determined the purpose of the state-created tool by reviewing the
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instructions included with the tool or on the webpage on which the tool was presented. In
recognition of the various ways that LEAs may go about evaluating instructional materials, we
did not limit the documents retrieved for full review by type (e.g., rubric, checklist, open-ended
questions). Documents that provided general guidance only (e.g., frameworks, philosophical
statements) were excluded from further analysis, as were tools created by agencies other than
state departments of education.
Coding
To analyze the content of the evaluation tools, we compared the identified tools to the six
indicators presented on the Hexagon Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018). The six indicators include: 1)
evidence for the effectiveness of the materials, 2) usability of the materials, 3) supports for
implementation included in the materials, 4) need(s) that the materials are intended to meet, 5) fit
of the materials with current initiatives, and 6) capacity to implement the instructional materials.
Please see Table 2 for a more thorough description of the implementation indicators. Each
evaluation tool was reviewed and coded for each indicator as “yes” if it thoroughly addressed at
least half of the sub-bullets related to that indicator, “limited” if the evaluation tool only
addressed one or two of the sub-bullets related to that indicator, and “no” if the tool did not
address any of the sub-bullets related to that indicator.
Interrater Agreement
The first author coded all of the tools for evaluating instructional materials before
training the other two authors on the coding procedures. Training consisted of meeting with all of
the authors and reviewing the Hexagon Tool, independently coding one evaluation tool in each
subject area, comparing codes, and coming to consensus about any discrepancies. Once
agreement was met, the second author independently double-coded all of the ELA evaluation
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tools (n = 14), and the third author independently double-coded all of the mathematics (n = 9)
and general evaluation tools (tools designed to be used when evaluating instructional materials
for any subject taught in schools; n = 2). After the tools were coded by the second and third
authors, all three authors met to discuss discrepancies and come to consensus. Interrater
agreement was calculated before resolving discrepancies using the following formula:
(agreements / (agreements + disagreements)) x 100. Interrater agreement between all of the
coders was 78%.
Results
Figure 2 provides a visual of our search and shows the number of states that provided
guidance at each stage of our review. Of the 50 states, we found that 39 provided an online
resource that LEAs could use when evaluating or adopting instructional materials. Thirteen of
the 39 states did not provide a resource to be used when evaluating and making decisions about
adopting programs in ELA or mathematics. Of the 26 remaining states that provided guidance to
their school districts for evaluating ELA or mathematics instructional materials, 11 referred
potential adopters to outside resources (e.g., rubrics and reports created by other agencies),
resulting in 15 states that provided state-created instructional materials evaluation tools in the
areas of ELA and/or mathematics. Altogether, these 15 states provided 25 unique state-created
evaluation tools. More specifically, ten states provided a total of 14 evaluation tools for use with
ELA instructional materials, seven states provided a total of nine tools for evaluating
mathematics instructional materials, and two states provided a total of two tools designed to be
used to evaluate programs and practices more generally.

REVIEW OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS EVALUATION TOOLS

13

State-created Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
Table 2 shows the states that provided a state-created evaluation tool in the areas of ELA
or mathematics, the subject(s) addressed, the grade level of material intended to be evaluated,
and the type of tool made available. The majority of state-created evaluation tools addressed the
area of ELA. This majority represents approximately 56% of the evaluation tools selected for
further review and includes 10 of the 15 states. The tools for evaluating ELA instructional
materials target a range of grade levels. Five of the states provided tools for evaluating
instructional materials across grades K-12, with four of these states providing tools for specific
grade levels within K-12. Three states provided tools for evaluating instructional materials for a
limited range of grade levels (e.g. grades 6-12 or 3-8). Finally, two states provided evaluation
tools without explicitly stating the grade levels for which they were intended.
Seven states created evaluation tools specific to the area of mathematics. The
mathematics-related evaluation tools represent roughly 36% of the evaluation tools selected for
further review. Three of the seven states provided evaluation tools intended to be used with
instructional materials for grades K-12. One of these three states provided tools for specific
grade bands within the range of kindergarten through twelfth grade. Three other states provided
mathematics evaluation tools for which they did not specify a targeted grade or grades. Finally,
one state provided a state-created mathematics evaluation tool to be used with instructional
materials designed for grades K-8.
Two states created general tools that are intended to evaluate instructional materials and
programs across subject areas. These tools represent approximately 8% of the evaluation tools
that were selected for further review. The states that created these general tools do not specify
any grade levels to target when evaluating instructional materials using these tools.
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ELA Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
Table 3 shows the results of the ELA evaluation tools when analyzed through the lens of
the six implementation indicators found on the Hexagon Tool. Although 10 states provided a tool
for evaluating ELA instructional materials, we analyzed 14 tools. This discrepancy occurred
because some of the states created tools for analyzing instructional materials specific to certain
grades (e.g. K-2 and 3-12).
Three of the evaluation tools did not address any of the six implementation indicators
from the Hexagon Tool. The remaining 11 evaluation tools received a mix of “no” and “limited”
rankings for each indicator from the Hexagon Tool. The Evidence, Fit, and Capacity indicators
were the most likely to be addressed, although incompletely. Seven tools produced by five states
received a rank of “limited” for the Evidence indicator. Each of these evaluation tools included a
prompt to check for the research supporting the instructional materials. Ten evaluation tools
produced by seven states received a rank of “limited” for the Fit indicator. This ranking was
overwhelmingly due to the evaluation tool prompting users to attend to the appropriateness of the
instructional materials for culturally and linguistically diverse students. Six evaluation tools
created by five different states received a rank of “limited” for the Capacity indicator. This
ranking was due largely to the evaluation tools prompting users to collect information about the
school district’s technological and financial resources.
The Supports, Usability, and Needs indicators were the least likely to be addressed by the
state-created tools for evaluating ELA instructional materials. Three evaluation tools created by
three states received a rank of “limited” for the Supports indicator because their evaluation tools
prompted the evaluators to collect evidence about the provision of professional development,
procedures and protocols, and/or costs. The evaluation tool created by Texas was the only one

REVIEW OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS EVALUATION TOOLS

15

that addressed implementation issues related to usability. Similarly, the evaluation tool created
by Maine was the only one that explicitly addressed the needs of the implementing school
district.
Mathematics Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
Table 4 shows the results of the mathematics evaluation tools when analyzed through the
lens of the six implementation indicators. Although seven states created tools for evaluating
mathematics, we reviewed nine tools. This discrepancy is the result of one state creating tools for
two different ranges of grades and another state using one tool to screen instructional materials
before using another tool to more closely evaluate the instructional materials that met the
requirements of the initial screening. As with the tools designed for evaluating ELA instructional
materials, none of the tools created for evaluating mathematics instructional materials received a
rank of “yes” for any of the implementation indicators.
In the area of mathematics, Fit, Supports, and Evidence were the implementation
indicators that were most frequently addressed by the evaluation tools. Every evaluation tool
received a rank of “limited” for the Fit indicator. This was largely due to the evaluation tools
prompting the reviewers to investigate the appropriateness of the instructional materials for
culturally and linguistically diverse students. Five evaluation tools produced by four states
received a rank of “limited” for the Supports indicator. This was often because the evaluation
tool prompted users to address supports provided to teachers within the instructional materials.
Four evaluation tools created by three states received a rank of “limited” for the Evidence
indicator because they prompted users to review the research-base supporting the instructional
materials generally or for specific student populations.
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Similar to the evaluation tools for ELA, the Need and Usability indicators were addressed
less frequently than the other indicators. None of the mathematics evaluation tools prompted
users to document the specific needs intended to be met by the mathematics instructional
materials under consideration. Three evaluation tools created by three states prompted users to
consider issues related to the Usability indicator. As a result, these evaluation tools received a
rank of “limited.” Finally, three evaluation tools produced by two states received a rank of
“limited” for the Capacity indicator. As with the evaluation tools created for evaluating ELA
instructional materials, this was the result of the tool prompting evaluators to address current
technological and financial resources present in the school district.
General Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
Table 4 also shows the results of the evaluation tools intended to evaluate multiple types
of programs and/or academic subjects. Overall, these two evaluation tools scored higher than the
evaluation tools designed for ELA or mathematics. The evaluation tool designed by Connecticut
received a rank of “limited” for five of the six implementation indicators: Evidence, Supports,
Need, Fit, and Capacity. As with many of the subject-specific evaluation tools, the tool designed
by Connecticut prompts evaluators to address the research supporting instructional materials,
supports for teachers provided by the instructional materials, appropriateness for culturally and
linguistically diverse students, and the ability of the district to implement the technology required
by the instructional materials.
The tool created by Michigan stood out from all of the others. It was the only tool to
receive a “yes” ranking for any indicator. Even more striking, Michigan’s evaluation tool
received a rank of “yes” on every indicator as a result of prompting evaluators to thoroughly
address the Evidence, Supports, Usability, Need, Fit, and Capacity indicators.
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Discussion
The purpose of this study was to learn more about the support state education agencies
provide to their LEAs during the exploration stage of implementation by examining the degree to
which state-created tools for evaluating instructional materials in core academic areas align with
the implementation indicators defined by the Hexagon Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018). Based on
our analysis, we found that varying levels of support for evaluating instructional materials during
the adoption stage exist across the U.S. While most states provide some sort of guidance to their
local education agencies (e.g. referrals to outside resources, frameworks, philosophical
statements), relatively few provide tools to support the districts in choosing evidence-based
instructional materials that are designed to meet their unique needs. The states that provide tools
to support their districts in choosing evidence-based instructional materials tend to focus on ELA
and students in the lower grades more than mathematics and students in the upper grades. Of the
states that provide tools for evaluating instructional materials during the adoption stage, few
appear to intentionally address issues of implementation. All but the tool created by Michigan
ranked “no” or “limited” across all of indicators during this analysis. Of those tools that received
a ranking of “limited” for some indicators, the majority of them only partially addressed the
relevant indicators. This tendency of the evaluation tools to address issues of implementation
partially, or not at all, may position LEAs to adopt instructional materials for which they are not
prepared to successfully implement. Such a scenario may result in an inefficient use of
instructional time, ineffective use of resources, frustrated teachers and staff, and students who do
not make the desired gains (National Implementation Research Network, n.d.; Forman et al.,
2013).
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The state-created instructional materials evaluation tools we reviewed tend to
systematically overlook specific facets of implementation. For example, only three of the
evaluation tools designed for use with ELA instructional materials prompted users to attend to
issues related to supports, and only one tool prompted users to attend to issues related to the
usability of the instructional materials and the specific needs of the district. This latter omission
is arguably the most consequential; without defining specific student needs prior to beginning the
adoption process, the team responsible for adopting instructional materials cannot be certain that
the instructional materials under consideration will adequately meet those needs (Fixsen, et al.,
2005; Lorsbach, 2008; National Implementation Research Network, n.d.).
In the area of mathematics, none of the evaluation tools prompted the users to identify a
specific need intended to be met by the instructional programs under consideration. The absence
of prompts to identify one or more specific needs, and attend to the ability of instructional
materials to meet the need(s), is concerning because it could result in the adoption of programs
that are unlikely to meet school districts’ most pressing needs. Such an adoption would likely
result in wasting instructional time and financial resources and further widening any achievement
gaps (Forman et al., 2013; National Implementation Research Network, n.d.).
The structure of the evaluation tools is another limitation of most of the tools. Most of the
evaluation tools take the form of a checklist with a small box for providing supporting evidence.
Two of the evaluation tools are rubrics without descriptors. The lack of descriptors makes
objectively reviewing instructional materials difficult. One evaluation tool includes points and
descriptors without clear instructions regarding how to award points based on the evidence
obtained. Michigan’s evaluation tool stands in contrast to the other tools in this area. Michigan’s
tool includes checklists of possible evidence and open-ended questions related to each
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implementation indicator. This structure promotes thorough examination of the instructional
materials in the context of implementation. We recommend that more states adopt this structure
for their evaluation tools in order to better support their LEAs to address issues of
implementation prior to adopting new instructional materials.
Limitations and Future Directions
This content analysis was limited to tools for evaluating instructional materials created by
state departments of education that were available on their websites. Limiting the search for
instructional materials evaluation tools in this way may have influenced our results. For example,
we may have discovered more state-created evaluation tools had we contacted directors of ELA
and mathematics in the state departments of education directly.
Our interrater agreement between all raters is another limitation. Although the level of
agreement is acceptable, our findings would be more reliable if we had higher levels of
agreement. The level of agreement we achieved before coming to consensus on all ratings may
indicate a lack of clarity in the descriptions of implementation indicators presented on the
Hexagon Tool, the state-created evaluation tools, or our coding procedures. We recommend
future research address this limitation, especially since a lack of clarity in the Hexagon Tool or
state-created evaluation tools may impact their use by school and district personnel.
Future research should also examine the degree to which evaluation tools created by
agencies other than state departments of education, such as the Instructional Materials Evaluation
Tool (IMET; Student Achievement Partners, n.d.) and the Educators Evaluating the Quality of
Instructional Products (EQuIP; Achieve, 2018), address implementation issues. Most of the
states that refer LEAs to outside resources for evaluating instructional materials provide links to
the IMET or the EQuIP. Future research could also be conducted on the ways that state and local
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education agencies use tools for evaluating instructional materials when making adoption
decisions, the number of school districts that use instructional materials evaluation tools to
support adoption decisions, how these tools could facilitate existing processes for making
adoption decisions, and how to support school districts to successfully implement evidencebased instructional programs and practices.
Conclusion
The decision to adopt any instructional materials is an important one that has far-reaching
consequences related to implementation outcomes (e.g., fidelity of use) and student outcomes
(e.g., academic achievement). The results of our analysis suggest that many school districts are
only partially supported to consider issues related to implementation when making adoption
decisions, and as such we recommend that more states provide evaluation tools that are designed
to meet the specific needs of their educators. Not only should these tools be designed in such a
way that they meaningfully discriminate between instructional materials that are more or less
appropriate for the students of a particular LEA, but they should also include prompts that
explicitly direct evaluators to address contextual variables related to the implementation of the
instructional materials under review, such as the indicators outlined in the Hexagon Tool. Such
tools may help to facilitate the exploration stage of implementation and allow LEAs to arrive at
an optimal adoption decision that best addresses the unique contexts of their school(s).

Note: We would like to thank The Wing Institute for providing funding for the dissemination of
this study.
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Table 1

Program Indicators

Description of Hexagon Tool Indicators
Indicator

Prompts Evaluator to Consider

Evidence

Strength of research evidence supporting use of the instructional materials,
including data on outcomes, cost, and fidelity.

Supports

Supports available and in place to aid in initial and ongoing
implementation.

Usability

How easy it is to use the instructional materials, as well as how to determine
whether the instructional materials have been implemented as intended.

Need

The needs of the site at which the instructional materials would be

Implementing Site Indicators

implemented, including considerations related to specific populations,
parent and community perceptions, and current gaps in service.
Fit

How well the specific instructional materials would fit within the context of
the particular implementing site, based on how the instructional materials
might align with other initiatives and priorities as well as the values and
culture of the school and community.

Capacity

The resources necessary for implementation of the instructional materials,
and to assess the adequacy of current resources at the implementing site.

Note. The Hexagon Tool is published by the National Implementation Research Network, and is
available for reference at: https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/resources/hexagon-exploration-tool.
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Table 2
State-Created Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
State

Subject(s)

Grade Level

Type

Alaska

ELA

K-8, 9-12

0-4 Rating scale

Alabama

ELA

6-12

Yes/No with justification

Connecticut

General/Multiple

Unspecified

Checklist with evidence

Delaware

ELA

Unspecified

Checklist

Georgia

ELA

K-5, 6-12

Checklist

Mathematics

K-12

Checklist

Kansas

Mathematics

Unspecified

Rubric

Kentucky

ELA

K-2, 3-12

Rubric

Mathematics

K-8, 9-12

Rubric

Maine

ELA

Unspecified

Checklist with evidence

Michigan

General/Multiple

Unspecified

Evidence checklists and open-ended
questions

Mississippi

Mathematics

K-8

Indicators and guiding questions

Missouri

ELA

K-5

Yes/No with notes; 0-3 rating scale

Nevada

ELA

Pre-K-2, 3-12

Yes/No with justification

Mathematics

Unspecified

ELA

K-12

Mathematics

Unspecified

Utah

Mathematics

K-12

Checklist

Texas

ELA

3-8

Points (undefined) and descriptors

Ohio

Checklist with evidence
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Table 3
ELA Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools with Hexagon Tool Indicators
State Tool

Evidence Supports

Usability Need

Fit

Capacity

AK

Materials Review Tool for Alaska ELA Grades K-8

No

No

No

No

No

No

AK

Materials Review Tool for Alaska ELA Grades 9-12

No

No

No

No

No

No

AL

Alabama Instructional Materials Evaluation Tool for

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

CCRS Alignment in ELA Grades 6-12: Full
Curriculum
DE

Transitioning to the Common Core State Standards in
ELA: A Suggested Checklist for Curriculum
Developers

GA

ELA/Reading Educator Evaluation Rubric Grades K-5

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

No

GA

ELA/Reading Educator Evaluation Rubric Grades 6-12

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

No

KY

Evaluation Tool for Basal Instructional Materials:

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

Limited

English and Language Arts (K-2)
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KY

Evaluation Tool for Basal Instructional Materials:

2

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

Limited

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

Limited

Limited

English and Language Arts (3-12)
ME

CCSS for English Language Arts Instructional
Resource Evaluation Tool

MO

ELA Textbook Review Instrument: Reading (K-5)

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

Limited

NV

Classroom Instructional Material Alignment Tool-

No

No

No

No

Limited

No

No

No

No

No

Limited

No

No

No

No

No

Limited

No

Limited

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

Limited

English Language Arts – Pre-K-2
NV

Classroom Instructional Material Alignment ToolEnglish Language Arts Grades 3-12

OH

Ohio’s Quality Review Rubric for Lessons/Units: K-12
English Language Arts

TX

Overview of the Instructional Materials Quality
Evaluation Pilot Rubric English Language Arts and
Reading Grades 3-8

Note. State postal code abbreviations used in place of state names. ELA = English/Language Arts, CCSS = Common Core State
Standards.
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Table 4
Mathematics and General Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools with Hexagon Tool Indicators
Mathematics Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
State Tool

Evidence Supports

Usability Need

Fit

Capacity

GA

K-12 Mathematics Educator Evaluation Rubric

No

Limited

No

No

Limited

No

KS

Kansas Mathematics Instructional Materials Extended

No

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

No

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

Limited

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

Limited

Review Tool
KY

Evaluation Tool for Basal Instructional Materials:
Mathematics (K-8)

KY

Evaluation Tool for Basal Instructional Materials:
Mathematics (9-12)

MS

High Quality Instructional Materials Review Rubric

Limited

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

Limited

NV

Classroom Instructional Material Alignment Tool-

No

No

No

No

Limited

No

No

Limited

No

No

Limited

No

Mathematics
OH

Ohio’s Quality Review Rubric for Lessons/Units: K-12
Mathematics
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OH

Mathematics Resource Materials Filter

No

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

No

UT

Mathematics Instructional Materials Review Rubric

Limited

No

No

No

Limited

No

General Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools
State Tool

Evidence Supports

Usability Need

Fit

Capacity

CT

CT Curriculum Development Guide

Limited

Limited

No

Limited

Limited

Limited

MI

Michigan Department of Education Program

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Evaluation Tool
Note. State postal code abbreviations used in place of state names.
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Figure 1
U.S. Education System
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Figure 2
PRISMA Diagram for Review of Instructional Materials Evaluation Tools

